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Which discourse referent is considered prominent by a speaker can only be inferred through secondary evidence, e.g. through an analysis of the choice of referential expressions the speaker makes, or through neurolinguistic experiments (see Bornkessel-Schlesewsky and Schumacher, 2016) .
Syntactic prominence, i.e. the privileged status of an argument, is reflected by the grammatical properties of a nominal constituent and can often only be revealed through syntactic tests. 1 Prosodic prominence is the most straightforward type in that it involves acoustically perceivable and, in part, technically measurable features. The notion of prominence, therefore, may at best be seen as a useful tool to refer to clusters of features on different levels of description, without assuming a connection between these levels.
However, the three levels are not unrelated. On the one hand, discourse-semantic prominence and syntactic prominence tend to correlate positively. It has often been observed that discoursesemantically prominent referents are expressed by a privileged grammatical relation if there is one (see e.g. Aissen, 1999; Arnold, 2008:501; Chafe, 1994:85; Kibrik, 2011:55-57; Siewierska, 2004:46) .
For instance, Kuno's (1987:232) "Syntactic Prominence Principle" states: "Give syntactic prominence to a person/object you are empathizing with"; and Talmy (2007:275) observes that "greater attention tends to be focused on the entity mentioned as subject".
On the other hand, the discourse-semantic prominence of a referent correlates negatively with the prominence of a linguistic expression: It seems that universally, discourse-prominent referents are expressed with lighter linguistic material (e.g. Ariel, 1990; Arnold, 2008:495; Chafe, 1976; Chafe, 1994:75-76; Givón, 1983:18; Gundel et al., 1993; Kibrik, 2011:46; Prince, 1981) , as do semantically prominent referents such as humans (see Haig and Schnell, 2016) . Possibly the first published statement in this regard was made by John Walker (1781:15) : "Those things with which we suppose our hearers to be pre-acquainted, we express by such a subordination of stress as is suitable to the small importance of things already understood". 2 Prominence of expression does not only involve prosody in terms of pitch accent or lexical stress, but can be extended to the length or complexity of a linguistic expression in general, as is also pointed out by Jasinskaja et al. (2015:144) : "The lexical and descriptive material is considered to be inverse to the prominence of the discourse referent". Therefore, the use of lighter linguistic material can be taken as an indicator for the discourse prominence of a referent.
Since in most languages discourse-semantic prominence and syntactic prominence go together, prominence of linguistic expression correlates negatively with syntactic prominence as well. This is reflected, for instance, by the cross-linguistic preference to express the subject of a transitive clause by a pronoun rather than a noun phrase ("avoid lexical A", DuBois, 1987) . Figure 1 presents the three types of prominence schematically, with their cross-linguistically common positive or negative correlations indicated by simple vs. barred arrows.
The present study shows, however, that the connection between discourse prominence and syntactic prominence is not universal. In Movima, a linguistic isolate of the Bolivian Amazon area, the 3 cross-linguistically typical positive correlation between discourse-semantic and syntactic prominence is absent. Here, the argument with the discourse-semantically prominent referent is syntactically nonprominent; and the syntactically prominent argument is encoded by a prominent linguistic form. In The remainder of this article illustrates these points in more detail. Section 2 provides an overview of some of the factors that contribute to discourse-semantic prominence ( §2.1) and illustrates how they affect argument encoding in Movima transitive clauses ( §2.2, §2.3). Section 3 describes the structural similarity of the argument that encodes the discourse-semantically nonprominent referent and the single argument of intransitive clauses ( §3.1). The syntactically privileged status of this argument is demonstrated with headed relative clauses ( §3.2.1), fronting ( §3.2.2), and wh-question formation ( §3.2.3). Conclusions are drawn in Section 4: It is argued that the constructions which lend syntactic privileges to the argument with the discourse-semantically less prominent referent are linguistic forms of high prominence of expression, which are therefore well suited to refer to a discourse referent that is not prominent in the first place.
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2 Discourse-semantic prominence and its manifestation in Movima
Discourse-semantic prominence
A discourse referent is prominent when the speaker assumes that the hearer's attention is already directed towards this referent, so that the hearer is able to identify the referent without major effort.
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Some properties attract the attention more easily than others and can render a referent easily identifiable: Speech-act participants are inherently prominent because they participate in the speech situation; animate, especially human, referents are more prominent than inanimate ones because, as many studies have shown (see Gildea, 2012, for discussion) , this is where humans tend to direct their attention; moving entities are likely to be prominent since they attract more attention than static ones, and in a two-participant event, the entity that acts upon the other one attracts more attention (see e.g. DeLancey, 1981; Dixon, 1994:84-85; Himmelmann and Primus, 2015; Talmy, 2007; Van Valin and LaPolla, 1997:305) . These properties are prototypical features of a topical discourse participant, i.e. of the protagonist that is central to a text or paragraph (cf. Clancy, 1980:178) . 4 However, a discourse topic can obviously also lack one or all of these ingredients: A speaker is free to establish as the discourse topic an entity that is, for instance, inanimate and acted upon. In that case, the referent is discourse-prominent even though it lacks the semantic or deictic prominence features typical of discourse topics. Figure 2 . Deictic, semantic, and discourse features contributing to discourse-semantic prominence As mentioned above, discourse-semantically prominent entities tend to be referred to with less linguistic material (or "reduced referential devices", Kibrik, 2011) , e.g. with an unstressed pronoun or even without an overt linguistic expression. Nonprominent entities, in turn, tend to be referred to with a 3 Therefore, this type of prominence has also been termed "inherent prominence" (Schultze-Berndt, 2018) or "hearer salience" (Chiarcos, 2011) .
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noun phrase (or "full referential device", Kibrik, 2011) , which may also contain additional modifiers or relative clauses. It is probably due to their inherent cognitive prominence that human referents have a higher tendency to be referred to by a pronoun than non-human ones (see Dahl and Fraurud, 1996) , similar to agents in transitive clauses (DuBois, 1987) . Also, it is probably due to their importance in discourse that speech-act participants are more likely to be expressed by a dependent person marker than by a free pronoun, as suggested by Siewierska (2004:46) .
All these probably universal phenomena can be observed in Movima as well: A discourse topic is typically animate and the agent in a two-participant event; the first person is a common discourse topic; discourse topics tend to be expressed by an unstressed bound pronoun rather than by a noun phrase. In addition to this, one argument slot in the Movima transitive clause is reserved for the argument whose referent is more prominent in terms of person, discourse topicality, animacy, and/or agentivity. 5 Hence, when uttering a simple transitive clause, a speaker of Movima does not only choose whether to use an NP or a pronoun, but s/he must decide which referent is prominent enough to be encoded in this particular syntactic position. This is addressed in §2.3, after argument encoding in Movima transitive clauses is introduced in §2.2. 
Movima transitive argument encoding and the person hierarchy
A basic Movima clause (i.e. of the most frequent, pragmatically unmarked type) is predicate-initial and maximally monotransitive, i.e., it may contain at most two core arguments. Additional event participants are encoded as adjuncts, marked by an 'oblique' prefix. In a transitive clause, one argument is represented by an element (pronoun or NP) in a position internal to the predicate phrase, while the other one is represented by an element in a position external to the predicate phrase. This is depicted in Figure 3 . Quite idiosyncratically, the two arguments are labelled 'PROX' and 'OBV', for the following reasons, which will be fleshed out in the remainder of this section: The argument positions are not linked to semantic roles. When the verb is marked as 'direct', PROX represents the Agent (i.e. agent, causer, experiencer, etc.) and OBV the Patient (i.e. patient, recipient, theme, stimulus,etc.) , and when the verb is marked as 'inverse', it is the other way round. Therefore, terms like 'subject' or 'internal/external argument' are likely to raise confusion. 7 The choice of the terms 'PROX(imate) ' and 5 Other factors that might be relevant as well (see Zúñiga, 2014) , e.g. possession, or the presence/absence of a referent as encoded by the Movima referential elements (see Table 1 ), do not seem to play a role for Movima argument encoding. 6 The investigation is based on an annotated 30-hour corpus (i.e. approximately 26,200 clauses or 6 'OBV(iative)' is borrowed from the Algonquianist tradition (see Hockett, 1966) and based on the fact that the former tends to host expressions referring to topical discourse referents (as well as to those ranking high on scales of person and animacy), while the latter hosts expressions referring to entities that are nontopical and rank low on the different referential scales. In Figure 3 2011a, for details on SAP encoding). In (2b), we furthermore see two defining features of internal cliticization: Unlike suffixation, this process requires a preceding vowel, so that on consonant-final hosts (as created here by the inverse suffix -kay), the epenthetic vowel -a is inserted. This addition changes the syllable structure of the host, and stress shifts to the right.
(2) a. Sál-na=n.
look_for-DR=2
'You looked for (him/her/it/them).'
b. Sal-káy-a=n.
look_for-INV-LV=2
'(He/she/it/they) looked for you.'
Before turning to the encoding of third-person arguments, consider In (3), the third-person PROX is represented by a bound pronoun. Since third-person pronouns are syllabic, the stress shift here also occurs with the direct verb form. Due to the person hierarchy, when PROX encodes a third person, the referent of OBV must be a third person as well. 
look-for=1SG--2PL
'You (pl.) looked for me.'
External cliticization is restricted to pronouns. When OBV is expressed by an NP, as in (7), the NP forms an independent prosodic unit. When the article is vowel-initial, it is preceded by a glottal stop, as
shown by the phonological representation.
look_for-INV=1SG ART.PL woman /sal.kaj.is.k w e:.ja/ '(The) women looked for me.'
When two third-person pronouns co-occur, the OBV enclitic is preceded by a k-, which is only found when PROX is or contains a 3 rd person. It is therefore analyzed as an obviative marker, which, however, is redundant, as obviation is already signalled by the structural position of the argument.
look_for-DR=3PL.AB--OBV-3PL.AB 'They looked for them.'
Summing up, PROX is encoded by a form that is more tightly attached to the predicate, and the form encoding OBV is more loosely attached, or (if NP) not attached at all. Furthermore, which person is encoded in which argument position depends on the person hierarchy 1 > 2 > 2pl > 3, with PROX hosting the higher-ranking person. The semantic roles of the arguments are indicated by the direct/inverse alternation.
The assignment to PROX in the third-person domain
When two third persons interact (henceforth '3>3 scenarios'), the default is that PROX hosts the Agent argument (see §2.3.3): 94% of the transitive constructions with two third-person participants contain a direct-marked predicate. 10 Other factors, which account for the use of the inverse construction in this domain, are discourse topicality ( §2.3.1) and animacy ( §2.3.2). The relative ranking of these three parameters is hard to pin down, but in any case the findings show that PROX encodes the event participant whose referent is discourse-semantically most prominent, having at least one of the prominence features shown in Figure 2 above.
Discourse topicality
The role of discourse topicality for PROX assignment is apparent from the fact that in 93% of the transitive clauses describing 3>3 scenarios, PROX is a pronoun. Furthermore, even in the remaining 7%, in which PROX is an NP, it is often possible to show that PROX is the discourse topic. In order to demonstrate the effect of discourse topicality on Movima argument encoding, this section focuses on events whose participants rank equal in animacy. Since NPs are not marked for definiteness, so that the only formal indication of a difference in discourse status is the choice between an NP, a pronoun, and -in the case of OBV -the omission of the argument expression.
The text passage in (9) is the beginning of a narrative text in which three animals, a fox, a jaguar, and later a vulture, are equally important protagonists. In (9a), the fox and the jaguar are introduced with full NPs. In (9b), an intransitive clause, the narration zooms in on the fox, which is first referred to by a left-dislocated NP and then taken up with a bound pronoun (--as; on argument encoding in basic intransitive clauses see §3.1 below). The transitive clause in (9c) states that the fox sees a deer. Here, the fox, being the topic of the passage, is referred to with a PROX pronoun, while the deer is introduced with an NP in OBV position. This constellation -a PROX pronoun and an OBV NP -is quite common, found in 55% of the sample, and can be considered the canonical form of a basic Example (10) illustrates the inverse construction, used when PROX encodes the Patient and OBV the Agent. In this passage, which occurs later in the same story, the fox is again the topical participant, as is reflected by the use of a bound pronoun in the intransitive adverbial clause (10a). Accordingly, when the vulture, which had not been mentioned for a while, comes up to the fox, the fox is referred to by a PROX pronoun in the transitive clause (10b), while the vulture is re-introduced by an NP. Since the discourse topic is the Patient here, the English translation with a passive reflects well the pragmatic effect of the inverse. In (11) and (12), which contain the immediate continuation of (9), we see features that do not correspond to the canonical pattern seen so far. In (11), the argument referring to the fox is still in PROX function, but it is now expressed as an NP. Possibly, the use of an NP marks a new passage in the text, in which the jaguar joins in (see (12) below). The OBV argument referring to the aforementioned deer, in turn, is not overtly expressed (as indicated by the underscore between brackets). The pattern in (11) therefore seems to contradict the general preference for discourse topics to be referred to by pronouns and of nontopics to be referred to by an NP -the deer is not a central character in the story at all and is hereafter only mentioned briefly in a dialogue between the jaguar and the fox. In fact, the omission of an overt OBV expression is quite common, occurring in 33% of the clauses describing 3>3 scenarios. Usually, the referent of the unexpressed OBV is not the main protagonist of the text and was referred to immediately before, so that it is retrievable from the immediately preceding context, as in (11) above, which directly follows (9). Thus, the example shows that even in those cases where discourse topicality is not reflected by the use of a full vs. reduced referential device, the assignment to the PROX or OBV function follows the relative discourse topicality of the referents.
In (12), which belongs to the paragraph that started in (11), a topic shift takes place. In (12a)-(12b) it is described how the jaguar comes up, re-introduced by an NP. 12 In the transitive clause (12c), the jaguar is referred to by a PROX pronoun and the fox by an OBV NP. Again, this seems to contradict the general pattern, since so far, the fox was the discourse topic and one would expect it to be referred to by a pronoun. However, first of all, a disambiguation between the two protagonists is necessary in order to indicate who surprises whom. Furthermore, the use of a pronoun to refer to the jaguar confirms the topic shift, which is also evident from the fact that the jaguar persists as a discourse topic in the subsequent sentence, (12d), and beyond. 
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The following examples illustrate the case where PROX and OBV are represented by equivalent referential expressions. When OBV is encoded by a bound pronoun, it is cliticized externally and, in a 3>3 scenario, preceded by a k-(see also (8) above). The combination of two third-person pronouns is rare, occurring in only 7% of the sample. Usually, PROX is a pronoun as well in this case (there are only three counterexamples, in which PROX is an NP; see Haude, 2014) . Which participant is encoded as PROX and which one as OBV seems to depend on the same criteria as when OBV is omitted (see (11) The combination of two pronouns is also found in the inverse construction, as in (15c), which describes a situation with two human participants. The PROX pronoun in (15c), =is, shares its referent with the S pronoun of the intransitive verb in (15a), --is. This pronoun represents the topic of the text passage, the Movima people. The OBV pronoun in (15c), --k-us, in contrast, refers to a participant that was introduced later -the priest -and whose perspective is not taken in this text; accordingly, it is referred to by an NP in (15b). Hence, the referent of the OBV pronoun is identifiable due to the immediately preceding context, but it is not the discourse topic. Since this participant is the Agent, the verb is marked as inverse. 
Animacy
Discourse topics are usually human or at least animate, and so, in a corpus of spontaneous spoken discourse it is difficult to measure the impact of animacy independently of discourse topicality.
However, there are signs that an animacy hierarchy (human > animate non-human > inanimate) is also a factor influencing the assignment of an argument to PROX status in Movima. For instance, when a situation is described in which a human acts on a non-human entity, it is always the human that is encoded as PROX; and when an inanimate acts on a human, invariably the inverse construction is used (see Haude, 2014) . Furthermore, there are examples in which the event participant that ranks lower in animacy can be interpreted as the discourse topic, but in which the PROX position is nevertheless occupied by the participant ranking higher in animacy. One of them is (16), which is from a text about a hen that has escaped. The hen is the topic, referred to by a bound pronoun in (16a) and (16c); nevertheless, the people who are going to catch it, although not introduced previously, are encoded by a bound PROX pronoun in the transitive clause (16b Example (17) is one of the rare cases in which an inanimate entity can be interpreted as a discourse topic, which acts on a human. It is a short joking dialogue about a chair with a broken seat. In (17a), the first speaker introduces the chair, using a left-dislocated NP. The chair is the Agent in the transitive construction, and the Patient is a human; the chair is encoded as OBV, the human is encoded as PROX, and the inverse is used (translated as a passive). That the chair can be considered the discourse topic is confirmed by the reaction of the second speaker in (17b) (an intransitive clause):
Her reaction shows that what is funny here is the idea that a chair could bite, not the effect that this may have on the human. Hence, this example suggests that in a human-inanimate scenario, the human must be PROX. On the other hand, the human Patient is referred to by a bound pronoun as well, reflecting the fact that she had been the discourse topic over a larger stretch of discourse already, and therefore may be privileged for PROX encoding. This shows that the impact of animacy on argument encoding as opposed to topicality can not easily be assessed on the basis of spontaneous discourse data. (In extraction, however, there seem to be animacy-based restrictions to the use of the inverse; see §3.2.1). 
Agentivity
It was already mentioned above that the direct construction is the default, occurring in 94% of the sample, including cases where this goes against the expectations regarding topicality and animacy (see (15), (16)). This is not a surprising fact, since agentivity is universally seen as a prominence feature (see Himmelmann and Primus, 2015) , and the phenomenon is seen in other direct-inverse systems as well. In Plains Cree, for instance, "the direct form is by far the more frequent, and may be considered the unmarked choice" (Dahlstrom, 1986:72) .
For instance, as was stated above, whenever PROX is an NP, the construction is direct (with only three counterexamples in the corpus). Furthermore, of the 45 clauses in the corpus describing a scenario with an animal acting on a human, 31 (i.e. 63%) are direct, with the animal as PROXsometimes even if the human was the discourse topic before. One of them is (18) To sum up, both a quantitative and a qualitative analysis of corpus data show that the PROX function in a Movima transitive clause encodes the argument whose referent is more prominent in terms of person, discourse topicality, animacy, or agentivity. Only the factor person (SAP>3) is grammatically fixed. The other factors, which only play a role in the third-person domain, tend to go together in spontaneous discourse; when they do not, it is hard to say if there is a ranking among them or if they are in competition with each other. In any case, in the third-person domain the speaker can choose which participant to encode as prominent; the choice may at worst seem awkward to other speakers (as is sometimes apparent from their comments during annotation sessions), but is usually not rejected as ungrammatical.
The following section shows that the argument encoded as PROX, which encodes the discoursesemantically prominent referent, does not have any syntactic privileges (see Haude, 2009a; Haude, to appear a; Haude, 2012) . OBV, by contrast, which encodes the less prominent referent in discoursesemantic terms, aligns with the single argument of intransitive clauses (S) and shares with this argument the ability to participate in relativization, fronting, and wh-question formation.
14 These clear counterexamples are often found in sentences that describe a central and sometimes shocking event in a text -fishes eating a girl, a snake biting the speaker's child, a jaguar attacking a boy, a fish pulling the fisherman into the water etc. (see also (15) above for a potentially similar case).
Further research may show that the use of the direct voice here is a means to focus on the event rather than on the effect on the victim. However, the use of the unexpected direct voice is not restricted to verbs of physical impact. However, given the fact that, as argued above, argument encoding in transitive clauses is based not on semantic roles alone, but also on other semantic and discourse-pragmatic properties of the referent, the pattern can be represented more simply, as in Figure wh-question word (in the case of question formation) before the predicate. 16 In order for the PROX argument to get access to these constructions, a detransitivizing operation has to be used (see §3.2.1), which turns the PROX argument of a transitive predicate into S of a detransitivized predicate and demotes the former OBV to adjunct status.
Headed relative clauses and the detransitivizing operation
Headed relative clauses follow the NP they modify and are introduced by the relativizing particle di'.
There is no grammatical distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses, but the former are by far more common. The relativized argument is gapped, i.e. not repeated inside the relative clause. Only S and OBV can be relativized. Example (20) shows a relative clause with an intransitive predicate (jo'yaj) whose S argument (kis juyeni) is relativized. To illustrate the parallels between relative clauses and basic clauses, the bracketed elements in these examples represent the 'extracted' S/OBV argument. As (22) above suggests, the inverse can be a means to provide the Agent with access to relativization. However, the inverse is found in relativization only when the Agent is of lower discoursesemantic prominence than the Patient. In (22), for instance, both event participants are human, but the Agent (kis senyo:ra) is newly introduced into the discourse, as reflected by the demonstrative predicate that marks an existential clause (see Haude in press a), and therefore not the discourse topic.
A more productive method to relativize the Agent is to apply a detransitivizing operation, shown in (23). This operation, marked by the particle kwey (kaw in the speech of some), promotes the PROX argument to the status of S, while OBV is demoted to adjunct status (marked by the oblique prefix nV-; see e.g. (20) above). The direct maker on the verb is retained, indicating that the relativized argument is the Agent; due to the detransitivization, however, the predicate cannot take a PROX enclitic. In spontaneous discourse, the detransitivizing operation only occurs with direct-marked predicates, 
Pronoun fronting
OBV can be represented by a free pronoun before the predicate, a construction I label 'fronting' hereagain, using a technical term for purely illustrative purposes. 18 Table 2 lists the free third-person pronouns. As can be seen, the free forms are generally longer than the bound forms (cf. Table 1 above; the feminine bound pronouns are disyllabic only when following a consonant). While bound pronouns do not bear stress, the free pronouns bear stress on the penultimate (i.e. first) syllable, in line with the general stress rules of independent words. 
A fronted pronoun typically refers to a discourse participant that was newly introduced immediately before, thereby excluding the discourse topic from its referential scope; this is reminiscent of the "anaphoric demonstratives" in Germanic languages (Comrie, 1997) . However, unlike anaphoric demonstratives, pronoun fronting does not involve a topic shift: Usually, the referent only pops up briefly and does not persist in the subsequent discourse (see Haude, in press b).
Illustrations are given in (24) and (25). Each example contains two sentences; in the first (a.), a referent is introduced for the first time in the text, and in the second (b.), it is taken up by a fronted free pronoun. In accordance with the semantic role of the argument represented by the free pronoun (Patient in (24b) , Agent in (25b)), the transitive predicate is marked as direct in (24) and as inverse in (25). In neither case is the referent of the free pronoun maintained as a discourse topic, as the continuation in the translation shows. In the same way as with relativization ( §3.2.1), only S and OBV can be represented by fronted pronouns. 19 In order to provide the referent of PROX with access to this construction, the detransitivizing operation is applied. As with headed relative clauses, the detransitivizing operation is only found with direct predicates describing situations where the Agent ranks equal with or higher than the patient. In (26), from a text about pottery which contains direct speech, the basic intransitive clause in (26a) first introduces a new referent (a cloth), and in (26b) this referent is taken up by the free pronoun. Since the fronted pronoun represents the Agent here, the detransitivized construction is used. 
Wh-questions
In a Movima wh-question, the question word is the predicate, and the questioned entity is expressed as the argument. As in the other extraction constructions, only S and OBV can be the target of a whquestion, whose semantic role is specified by direct or inverse marking on the verb. This is shown in 19 A free pronoun cross-referencing PROX, which is simultaneously represented by the obligatory internal enclitic, can occur before the predicate as well. However, this construction has a different function and different structural properties, and can be analyzed as left dislocation (see Haude, to appear a).
(27) and (28) Table 3 shows the results presented above concerning the properties of the two arguments of a Movima transitive clause. The upper segment sums up the tendencies for assigning an argument to the PROX function described in §2.3, while the lower segment shows the syntactic possibilities of each of the argument functions described in §3. There is an obvious discrepancy between the fact that PROX hosts referents of high discourse-semantic prominence, i.e. SAPs, humans/animates, and discourse topics, on the one hand, and the impossibility of this argument to participate in extraction processes. 20 Actually, this construction is slightly more complex since the NP itself -'what you saw' -represents the S/OBV argument (see Haude, to appear b, on NPs containing a verb). The S/OBV bias involves the referent of this NP rather than the question as a whole, in which the question word is the predicate of an equational clause. This phenomenon is reminiscent of what is found in so-called syntactically ergative languages (Dixon, 1994) , where the argument that encodes the patient is syntactically privileged. The difference is that in Movima, the line is not drawn along semantic roles, but along discourse-semantic prominence more generally (see Figure 5 ).
The coexistence of two or more transitive construction whose choice is based on the relative discourse prominence of the event participants is known from other direct-inverse systems, as well as from symmetrical-voice systems like that of e.g. Tagalog (see Haude and Zúñiga, 2016 , for an overview); especially the latter also show a clear argument asymmetry, in which the syntactically privileged argument is selected according to the discourse-pragmatic properties of its referent. At the same time, Movima goes one step further in that its argument asymmetry also involves the factors person and animacy. 22 Moreover, in those languages in which a direct-inverse system interacts with grammatical relations, it is assumed that the argument with the higher-ranking referent should have the privileged syntactic status (see Zúñiga, 2016:106) ; however, as we have seen, the contrary is the case in Movima. Thus, the Movima data challenge the expectation that discourse-semantic prominence and syntactic prominence should correlate.
The typologically unusual discrepancy between discourse-semantic prominence and syntactic prominence in Movima make sense, however, if one looks more closely at the functions of the constructions that privilege the S/OBV argument. In a number of languages, relativization is restricted to one single grammatical relation and is then taken by typologists as an indicator of the privileged syntactic status of one argument (see e.g. Keenan, 1976; Dixon, 1994:169-170; Bickel, 2011) , similar to conjunction reduction and other argument deletion rules. However, relativization (especially 22 As argued in Haude (2009b Haude ( , 2010 , the asymmetry between PROX and OBV may be due to a fundamentally intransitive structure of Movima clauses, transitive predicates being analyzable as nominal forms with a possessor (PROX) and only one single argument (OBV).
restrictive), pronoun fronting, and wh-question formation have one fundamental property in common, which distinguishes them from argument deletion rules: They establish or increase the identifiability of a discourse referent, as outlined in what follows.
A restrictive relative clause is a means to render a referent identifiable and available for the subsequent discourse. As Fox (1987:861) puts it: "[R]elative clauses serve to situate the referent that is being introduced as a relevant part of the ongoing discourse; in a sense, they justify the introduction of the referent in the first place". Accordingly, the patient argument, with its a priori nonprominent character, is a common target of relativization also in nominative-accusative languages (see Bickel, 2011:428-429; Fox, 1987; Ganenkov, 2016; Gordon and Hendrick, 2005; Van Valin and LaPolla, 1997:306-307) . That in Movima transitive clauses only the OBV argument has access to relativization is coherent with this tendency: OBV encodes the discourse-semantically less prominent referent, and relativization provides this referent with a prominence feature that it does not originally possess, namely better identifiability. SAPs and other discourse-semantically prominent referents that are referred to with pronouns are identifiable, which is why relativization is usually not an option for them.
Pronoun fronting shares with relativization the pragmatic property that "the clause in which the displaced NP functions is always about the referent of the NP" (Van Valin and LaPolla, 1997:627) , i.e., the fronted pronoun and the relativized NP represent the sentence topic. In Movima, the fronted free pronoun explicitly singles out the last-mentioned referent as the sentence topic, about which the predicate then provides the comment (see Haude in press b). In this way, the free pronoun has a reference-tracking function, which helps the hearer to identify the referent about which the comment is made. Importantly, unless the detransitivizing operation is applied, the referent of the free pronoun is not the discourse topic (which is why relativization is restricted to the OBV function), and this may explain why there is a fronting construction to render this referent identifiable.
Questions (and answers) differ from both relativization and fronting in that they are focus constructions. However, asking a question regarding the identity of an event participant is a way to render a referent prominent, too: The question guides the hearer's attention to an entity whose identity the speaker does not know or is not sure about. Ideally, the hearer will be able to provide this information, thereby rendering the referent identifiable; both attention and identifiability are features of discourse-semantic prominence. In sum, the constructions that single out the OBV argument in
Movima render cognitively prominent a referent that is not prominent in the first place. 23 Apart from their pragmatic prominence-lending function, the constructions that privilege OBV are prominent structurally, i.e. they are prominent expressions. They are complex, being the result of an extraction process. They also involve more physical, i.e. acoustic, material than basic clauses. A relative clause creates a long and complex NP. Fronting, while simple on the surface, involves a pronoun that occurs in non-canonical, initial position and that is prosodically heavier (disyllabic, stress-23 On the prominence-enhancing property of both topic and contrastive focus, see Cowles et al. (2007) , who account for this similarity by stating that contrastive focus, unlike informational focus, implies the presupposed existence of the referent. However, I do not see why this reasoning should exclude informational focus, since when a speaker asks a wh-question about a referent, s/he also presupposes the existence of this referent.
bearing) than its bound counterpart; furthermore, the initial position of the pronoun is inherently prominent due to its "edge placement" (Himmelmann and Primus, 2015:50) . A question, finally, requests an answer, thereby interrupting the ongoing flow of discourse and potentially triggering additional linguistic material. Hence, the fact that the argument with the discourse-semantically nonprominent referent has access to these constructions is in line with the universal negative correlation between discourse-semantic prominence of a referent and a linguistic form of high prominence of expression (see Figure 1 ): Not only is a discourse-semantically prominent referent expressed by a linguistic form of low prominence of expression, but also vice versa, a nonprominent referent can have privileged access to a linguistic form of high prominence of expression. If, as Talmy (2007:282) puts it, "a longer form attracts more attention to the concept, while a shorter form attracts less attention," then longer forms are more adequately applied to concepts that are not prominent in the first place.
Thus, the fact that the discourse-semantic prominence of a referent and the syntactic prominence of the argument by which it is encoded are opposed to each other in Movima is not just a puzzling idiosyncratic property of this language. On the contrary: In a grammar that pays much attention to the relative discourse-semantic prominence of the participants in a two-participant event, it makes sense that the participant with less prominence features is more likely to figure in constructions whose function is to describe an entity in more detail (like a relative clause), to single it out as a sentence topic (by pronoun fronting), or to identify its referent (as is asked for in a question). In other words, the Movima findings support and reinforce the idea that prominent referents are likely to be expressed in a non-prominent way, while nonprominent referents require a more explicit description that stands out among the surrounding discourse. Whether syntactic prominence correlates with the discoursesemantic prominence of a referent or not is a different matter: This depends on the syntactic domains in which syntactic prominence shows up. Deletion in coordination most probably tends to go hand in hand with discourse-semantic prominence; syntactic prominence showing up in the possibility to be relativized or otherwise 'extracted', however, are functionally quite different and are more likely to be dissociated from discourse-semantic prominence.
